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The  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  of  1984  (eii:a)  was  enactcni  in 
response  to  the  financial  crisis  facing  school  districts  with  large  num¬ 
bers  of  immigrant  students.  Although  the  approximately  2.1  to  2  7  mil¬ 
lion  immigrant  students  represent  only  about  6  percent  of  the  nation  s 
school-aged  children,  their  geographic  concentration  has  increased  the 
financial  burden  of  some  school  districts  for  educating  these  students, 
who  generally  have  limited  proficiency  in  Elnglish.  School  districts  in 
California,  Florida,  Illinois,  New  York,  and  Texas  are  particularly 
affected.  Through  the  qea  program,  the  Congress  reimburses  school  dis 
tricts  for  part  of  the  cost  of  educating  these  children. 
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This  report  responds  to  the  requirement  in  Public  Law  100-297  that  we 
review  EiEA-funded  programs  and  provides  information  for  the  Congress 
to  consider  at  the  next  program  reauthorization  deliberations.  Our 
review  determined  (1)  how  school  districts  use  eiea  funds,  (2)  how 
many  districts  have  EiEA-eligible  immigrant  students  but  receive  no  eiea 
funds,  and  (3)  how  many  eiea  students  participate  in  other  federally 
funded  education  programs. 

We  obtained  this  information  primarily  by  surveying  the  529  school  dis¬ 
tricts'  that  received  eiea  funds  in  school  year  1989-90  and  a  representa¬ 
tive  sample  of  those  districts  not  receiving  such  funds.  This 
methodology  allowed  us  to  develop  national  statistics  about  each  of  our 
review  objectives.  (App.  I  describes  the  sampling  design,  data  collection, 
survey  response,  and  precision  of  the  results  reported.)  To  provide 
examples  of  how  school  districts  are  using  the  funds,  we  reviewed  the 
program  administered  by  the  school  district  with  the  most  oea  students 
in  each  of  the  five  states  receiving  the  most  eiea  funds.  (See  apps.  il-VI.) 


'See  table  tl,  app.  t 
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Background 


To  determine  how  many  eika  studentii  participate  in  other  ftxlerall}’ 
funded  education  programs,  we  estimated  the  number  of  tinese  students 
also  participating  in  the 

•  Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged  Children. 

•  Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children, 

•  Bilingual  Education  Act  (title  VH )  Program, 

•  State  Legalization  Impact  Assistance  Grants  Program,  and 

•  Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children,  ’ 

These  programs  were  selected  because  the  Department  of  Education 
believ^  they  were  sufficient  to  meet  the  educational  nec^ds  of  immi¬ 
grant  students  or  the  programs  also  provide  financial  assistance  to 
school  districts  most  affected  by  immigrant  students. 


Education  administers  the  eiea  program.  It  distributes  kika  funds  U) 
states  based  on  the  ratio  of  eiea  students"'  in  qualifying  school  districts 
in  each  state  to  the  total  number  of  eiea  students  in  the  nation.  The 
states  in  turn  distribute  the  funds  to  school  districts  in  proportion  to  the 
number  of  eiea  students  in  each  district. 

To  qualify  for  eiea  funding,  a  school  district  must  have  at  least  f>00 
immigrant  students  or  these  students  must  represent  at  least  3  percent 
of  its  total  enrollment.  Only  immigrant  students  who  have  been  in  our 
nation’s  schools  for  less  than  3  complete  academic  years  can  be  consid¬ 
ered  when  determining  a  district’s  eligibility  for  eiea  funds  and  the 
funding  amount,  eiea  authorizes  a  maximum  annual  appropriation  of 
$500  for  each  eiea  student  in  participating  school  districts. 

EIEA  allows  school  districts  wide  latitude  in  using  the  funds.  For 
example,  districts  may  use  them  for  expenses  related  to  remedial 
instructional  programs  (e.g.,  staff  salaries)  or  training  for  personnel 
working  with  immigrant  students.  Expenses  related  to  English  language 
or  bilingual  instruction  services,  the  requisition  of  classroom  space,  and 
overhead  costs  are  other  examples  of  allowable  costs.  School  districts 


*  Authorization  for  this  program  expired  on  September  30, 1989  However,  becau.se  the  program  was 
forward  funded,  some  school  districts  had  funding  for  school  year  1989-90. 

®The  term  EHEA  students  mean*  immigrant  students  who  have  been  enrolled  in  our  nation's  schools 
for  less  than  3  complete  academic  years  and  are  in  a  school  district  that  received  EIEA  program 
funds. 
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can  use  the  funds  to  benefit  any  or  all  of  their  students,  providtxl  the 
services  are  related  to  the  educational  needs  of  wea  students 

The  Congress  has  annually  appropriated  about  $30  million  for  the  wt:A 
program  since  its  inception  in  fiscal  year  1984.  Although  the  prjjgram’s 
appropriation  has  remained  relatively  constant,  the  jx»r  student  alUx  a- 
tion  has  declined  because  of  increases  in  EiEA  students.  For  iasiante.  m 
school  year  1984-85  participating  school  dLstritts  received  abtwit  per 
EIEA  student.  By  school  year  1989-90,  this  allocation  had  dcclimKl  to  $62. 
Table  1  highlights  the  eiea  funds  allocated,  the  number  of  atiA  students, 
and  the  per  student  allocation  for  school  years  1984-85  through  1989- 
90. 


Table  1:  EIEA  Funding  History 


School  yoar 

Ai^ropriation 

(miHiona) 

EIEA  atiKlonta* 

For  atudont 
allocation 

1984-85 

$300 

346  287 

$86 

1985-86 

300 

422  549 

71 

1986-87 

28  7 

436,612 

66 

1987-88 

300 

428  688 

70 

1988-89 

28  7 

427.870 

67 

1989-90 

296 

478.172 

62 

"Allocatrons  are  based  on  EIEA  student  counts  taken  during  the  preceding  school  year  For  example 
the  school  year  196S-90  per  student  allocation  of  $62  is  based  on  a  count  of  eligible  immigrani  students 
taken  between  March  and  May  1989 


Results  in  Brief 


Most  EIEA  funds  are  used  to  support  academic  instructional  programs.  In 
school  year  1989-90,  about  80  percent  of  the  funds  were  used  for  this 
purpose.  The  remaining  20  percent  were  used  for  such  purposes  as  stu¬ 
dent  testing  and  counseling,  parental  involvement  activities,  and  admin¬ 
istrative  services. 

We  estimate  that  during  school  year  1989-90, 700,000  immigrant  stu¬ 
dents  met  eiea  program  eligibility  criteria.  About  664,000  (86  percent) 
of  these  students  are  in  the  529  school  districts  that  receive  eiea  funds. 
The  remaining  136,000  immigrant  children  were  dispersed  among  an 
estimated  4,000  school  districts  that  did  not  receive  eiea  funding 
because  they  had  too  few  eligible  immigrant  students  to  qualify  for 
funding  or  did  not  apply  for  funding.  About  75  percent  of  the  ftea  st  u 
denis  in  school  districts  receiving  program  funds  received  at  least  one 
EiEA-funded  service. 
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We  estimate  that,  with  the  exception  of  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Edu¬ 
cationally  Disadvantaged  Children,  less  than  one-third  of  the  ot:A  stu¬ 
dents  participated  in  the  other  federally  funded  education  programs  we 
reviewed.  As  many  as  370,000  eika  students  may  have  participated  in 
this  Chapter  I  program.  In  the  other  federally  funded  programs,  our 
estimate  of  the  number  of  participating  eiea  students  ranged  from 
53,000  in  the  State  Legaliitation  Impact  Assistance  Grants  I^ogram  h) 
185,000  in  the  Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children. 


In  school  year  1989-90,  school  districts  used  about  80  percent  of  their 
EIEA  funds  to  pay  for  expenses  related  to  academic  imstructional  pro¬ 
grams.  School  districts  used  the  remaining  20  percent  for  such  purposes 
as  student  testing  and  counseling,  parental  involvement  activities,  and 
administrative  services.  Table  2  summarizes  how  school  districts  ustxl 
their  eiea  funding  in  school  year  1989-90. 


Table  2:  Uea  of  EIEA  Funds  (School  Year 

1989-90)  Ssfvlcaa  Percant  of  funding 


Instructional 

80 

Miscellaneous* 

7 

Administrative 

5 

Parental  involvement 

4 

Testing  or  career  counseling 

4 

Total 

too 

•Those  services  using  less  than  4  percent  of  the  EIEA  funds,  which  included  acquisition  of  rental  space 
construction,  transportation,  and  various  other  costs 


Most  EIEA  Funds 
Used  for  Classroom- 
Related  Activities, 
Primarily  Staff 
Salaries 


Most  of  the  EIEA  funds  supporting  academic  instructional  programs  were 
used  for  staff  salaries  and  benefits.  Of  the  approximately  $25  million 
used  for  instructional  programs,  about  $19  million  (76  percent)  was 
spent  on  salaries  and  benefits  for  teachers  and/or  aides.  Of  the 
remaining  $6  million,  $4  million  was  used  to  purchase  classroom  sup¬ 
plies  and  materials,  and  $1  million  was  spent  on  in-service  training,  and 
the  remaining  $1  million  was  spent  on  either  instructional  equipment  or 
miscellaneous  costs  (see  table  3). 


Page  4 


GAO/HBD-81-S0  Inunigrant  Edncation  Program 


Table  3:  Expenses  Related  to 
instructional  Programs 


Table  4:  Percent  of  EIEA  Funds  Devoted 
to  Instructional  Programs 


Dollars  in  millions 

Expenses  _ _  Amount  of  funding  Percent  of  funding 


Staff  salaries  and  tenefits  $19  76 

Supplies  and  materials  4  16 

In-service  training  1  4 

Equipment  and  miscellaneous  1  4 

.  .  . . 


Of  the  529  school  districts,  341  (65  percent)  devoted  at  least  90  percent 
of  their  grants  to  academic  instructional  programs.  Table  4  shows  the 
number  and  percentage  of  school  districts  by  proportion  of  their  kiea 
grants  used  for  academic  instructional  programs. 


Percent  of  funds  for  instrucbonel  program 

School  districts 
Number  Percent 

100 

210 

40 

90-99 

131 

25 

75-89 

95 

18 

50-74 

52 

10 

25-49 

15 

2 

1-24 

9 

2 

0 

17 

3 

Total 

529 

100 

EIEA  funds  support  programs  that  are  provided  in  four  types  of  instruc* 
tional  settings:  (1)  in-class  programs,  (2)  pull-out  programs,^  (3)  after¬ 
school  and  weekend  programs,  and  (4)  summer  programs.  In-class  pro¬ 
grams  are  most  frequently  used.  About  30  percent  of  the  school  districts 
using  EIEA  funds  to  support  instructional  services  use  in-class  programs 
exclusively.  Another  25  percent  use  in-class  programs  and  pull-out  pro¬ 
grams.  Approximately  17  percent  use  pull-out  programs  exclusively. 
Only  3  and  2  percent,  respectively,  of  the  districts  use  either  after¬ 
school  and  weekend  or  summer  programs  exclusively.  The  remaining  23 
percent  use  various  combinations  of  all  four  types  of  instructional 
settings. 


^Programs  used  by  schools  to  provide  instructional  services  to  students  outside  the  normal  classroom 
setting. 
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About  91  percent  of  the  school  districts  provide  English  language 
instruction  with  eiea  funds.  Although  English  is  the  subject  most  fre¬ 
quently  supported  with  eiea  funds,  most  school  districts  teach  English 
in  concert  with  other  subjects. 

Most  school  districts  receiving  eiea  funds  have  a  bilingual  education 
program,  and  mc«t  of  these  use  eiea  funds  for  its  support.  In  this  regard. 
413  (79  percent)  of  the  529  school  districts  offer  a  bilingual  tniucation 
program.  Of  these  413  districts,  334  (81  percent)  use  eie\  funds  for  its 
support. 

Both  eiea  and  non-EiEA  students  participate  in  the  EiEA-funded  instruc¬ 
tional  programs.  About  48  percent  of  the  school  districts  use  mjK  funds 
to  serve  EIEIA  students  exclusively.  Another  39  percent  serve  non¬ 
immigrant,  limited  English  proficient  students,  in  addition  to  serx  ing 
EIEA  students.  The  remaining  13  percent  use  eiea  funds  to  provide  ser¬ 
vices  that  benefit  all  of  their  students. 

About  65  percent  of  the  529  eiea  districts  serve  all  their  eih4  students 
with  the  funding  provided.  Overall,  an  estimated  421 ,000  eiea  students 
(75  percent)  received  at  least  one  EiEA-funded  service  in  school  year 
1989-90. 


EIEA  Grants  Are 
Made  to  School 
Districts  With  the 
Most  Immigrant 
Students 


As  the  Congress  intended,  EIEA  funds  are  provided  to  school  districts 
with  the  largest  concentrations  of  immigrant  students  who  have  been  in 
our  nation's  schools  for  less  than  3  complete  academic  years.  In  total,  we 
estimate  that  there  were  700,000  such  students  in  over  4,500  of  our 
nation’s  15,000  school  districts  during  school  year  1989-90.’’  Of  these 
700,000  students,  about  564,000  (85  percent)  were  in  the  529  districts 
receiving  eiea  grants.  The  remaining  136,000  students  were  dispersed 
among  an  estimated  4,000  districts  that  did  not  receive  eiea  funds. 

About  90  percent  of  the  unfunded  school  districts  were  ineligible  for 
funds.  In  each  there  were  fewer  than  500  EiEA-eligible  students  and  they 
represented  less  than  3  percent  of  the  total  school  population.  About  60 
percent  of  these  districts  had  fewer  than  10  immigrant  students  that 
meet  the  eiea  program  eligibility  criteria. 


^’The  estimates  in  this  section  are  based  on  samples  and  have  an  associated  sampling  error.  At  the  .9.5- 
percent  confidence  level,  the  confidence  intervals  are  as  follows:  ( I )  637,000  to  76 1 ,0(X)  EIEA-eligible 
students  in  our  nation's  schools  for  less  than  3  complete  academic  years,  (2)  73,000  to  197,000  such 
students  in  schools  districts  receiving  no  E3EA  funds,  and  (3)  260  to  600  school  districts  that  are 
eligible  for  but  did  not  receive  EIEA  funds. 
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Of  the  remaining  400  school  districts  (10  percent),  almost  all  were  eli¬ 
gible  for  funding  because  their  fatL\-eligible  students  represented  more 
than  3  percent  of  the  district’s  total  student  population.  Verv'  few  dis¬ 
tricts  had  500  or  more  EiEA-eligible  students.  However,  none  of  these  dis¬ 
tricts  applied  for  funding.  Officials  from  these  districts  offered  several 
reasoi.s  for  not  applying.  Many  said  they  were  unaware  of  the  program 
or  thought  they  were  ineligible.  Others  said  they  lack  the  resfmrces  to 
identify  immigrant  students  or  cited  other  reasons. 


Estimates  of  EIEA 
Students  Participating 
in  Other  Programs 
Vary  by  Program 


Using  the  data  provided  by  school  districts,  we  estimate  the  number  of 
EIEA  students  participating  in  the  other  federal  education  programs  we 
examined  ranged  from  53,000  in  the  State  I^egalization  Impact  Assis¬ 
tance  Grants  Program  to  370,000  in  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Pkluca- 
tionally  Disadvantaged  Children.  These  estimates  represent  between  9 
and  66  percent,  respectively,  of  the  approximately  564,000  kiea  stu¬ 
dents  that  were  in  the  529  school  districts  that  received  eiea  funds.  (Set' 
table  5.) 


Table  EIEA  Students  Participating  in  ■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■■ 

Other  Federal  Education  Programs*  Minimum  Maximum 


Program 

Numbei* 

Percent 

Number* 

Percent 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally 
Disadvantaged  Children 

280,000 

50 

370,000 

66 

Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children 

126,000 

22 

185  000 

33 

Bilingual  Education  Act  Program  (title  VII) 

105,000 

19 

174.000 

31 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children 

87,000 

15 

137,000 

24 

State  Legalization  Impact  Assistance 
Grants  Program 

53,000 

9 

59,000 

10 

®These  estimates  probably  overstate  the  number  of  students  participating  m  school  year  1989  90  In 
developing  them,  we  included  all  EIEA  students  in  districts  that  either  did  not  respond  to  these  ques 
lions  or  stated  that  they  received  funds  from  these  programs  but  did  not  estimate  the  number  of  partici¬ 
pating  students.  As  a  result,  these  estimates  could  be  overstated  by  about  10  percent  for  the  Chapter  1 
Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged  Children  and  7  percent  for  each  of  the  other  programs  See 
appendix  I,  p.  17  for  further  information  on  the  methodology  used  to  compute  these  estimates 

*’AII  numbers  have  been  rounded  to  the  nearest  thousand 


Agency  Comments 


In  its  comments  on  a  draft  of  this  report,  Education  stated  that  the 
report  provides  important  information  for  local,  state,  and  federal  offi¬ 
cials  to  consider  as  eiea  reauthorization  issues  are  discussed.  Education 
also  provided  technical  comments,  and  we  incorporated  their  suggested 
changes.  (See  app.  IX.) 
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We  are  sending  copies  of  this  report  to  other  congressional  committees, 
the  Secretary  of  Education,  and  other  interested  parties.  Please  call  me 
on  (202)  275-1793  if  you  or  your  staffs  have  any  questions.  Other  mjyor 
contributors  to  this  report  are  listed  in  appendix  X. 


Franklin  Frazier 
Director,  Education  and 
Employment  Issues 
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Technical  Description  of  Objectives,  Scope, 
and  Methodology 


Sampling  Strategy 


To  assist  the  Congress  in  the  next  EitiA  program  reauthorization  deliber¬ 
ations,  the  Augustus  F.  Hawkins-Robert  T.  Stafford  Elementary'  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  School  Improvement  Amendments  of  1988  (P.L.  100-297) 
required  us  to  review  EiEA-funded  programs.  Based  on  discussions  with 
congressional  conunittee  offices,  we  agreed  to  determine 

•  how  school  districts  use  eiea  funds, 

•  how  many  school  districts  have  EiEA-eligible  students  but  receive  no 
funds,  and 

•  how  many  eiea  students  participate  in  other  federally  funded  education 
programs. 

We  surveyed  our  nation’s  school  districts  to  obtain  the  information 
required  to  respond  to  our  objectives.  Surveying  these  districts  allow’ed 
us  to  obtain  national  statistics  for  each  of  our  objectives.  We  also  visited 
one  school  district  in  each  of  the  five  states  with  the  most  eiea  students 
to  obtain  detailed  information  on  how  school  districts  are  asing  eiea 
funding. 


For  our  survey,  we  divided  all  school  districts  in  the  50  states  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  into  three  groups:  (1)  districts  that  received  eiea 
funding  during  school  year  1989-90,  (2)  districts  that  received  no  eiea 
funding  located  in  states  that  did,  and  (3)  districts  that  received  no  eiea 
funding  located  in  states  that  received  no  eiea  funding.  These  groups 
were  developed  from  information  that  Education  provided  us. 

To  survey  the  school  districts,  we  developed  two  standardized  mail 
questionnaires,  one  to  obtain  information  about  school  districts 
receiving  eiea  funds  (see  app.  VIII)  and  a  second  for  districts  not 
receiving  them. 

By  surveying  all  the  school  districts  receiving  eiea  funds,  we  were  able 
to  estimate  how  all  eiea  funds  are  being  used  and  how  many  eiea  stu¬ 
dents  participated  in  the  other  federally  funded  programs  we  examined 
By  randomly  sampling  districts  not  receiving  eiea  funds,  we  are  able  to 
statistically  estimate  the  number  of  immigrant  students  who  have 
attended  U.S.  schools  for  less  than  3  complete  academic  years,  in  ail 
school  districts  that  did  not  receive  eiea  funding  for  school  year  1989- 
90. 
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Survey  Response 


We  mailed  our  questionnaires  to  1,541  school  districts  in  May  1990.  We 
did  two  follow-up  mailings,  one  in  June  1990  and  the  other  in  August 
1990.  About  87  percent  of  the  districts  responded.  Table  1.1  shows,  by 
sampling  group,  the  total  school  districts,  the  original  sample  size,  the 
at^justed  sample  and  population  size,  and  the  number  of  responses 
received. 


Table  1.1:  Survey  Summary 


Sampling  groups 

Total  school 
districta 

Original 

sample  size 

Adjusted 
sample  size 

Adjusted 

population 

size 

Responses 

Response 

rate 

(percent) 

ElEA-funded  districts 

mT” 

541 

529* 

. 529‘ 

"'''446"~ . 

85 

Non-ElEA-funded  districts  located  in  31  funded 
states*’ 

9,963 

500 

511* 

10.098 

452 

88 

Non-ElEA-funded  districts  located  in  20 
nonfunded  states 

4,585 

500 

484* 

4.444 

426 

88 

Total 

15,089 

1,541 

1,524 

T5,07r 

1,326 

'""“'87 

“Adjusted  tased  on  the  numtier  o»  distncts  that  told  os  they  had  been  cnpfoperiy  dassifted  m  the  ongnal 
saniple  grouping.  We  assume  that  the  nonrespondents  were  property  dasstfied 
•This  includes  the  Oisthct  ot  Colunbta, 


Sampling  Errors 


All  sample  surveys  are  subject  to  sampling  errors  (i  e.,  the  extent  to 
which  the  results  differ  from  what  would  be  obtained  if  the  whole  popu¬ 
lation  had  received  and  returned  the  questionnaire).  Because  the  infor¬ 
mation  about  school  districts  not  receiving  eiea  funds  are  based  on  a 
sample,  there  is  a  margin  of  error  or  imprecision  surrounding  all  the  sta¬ 
tistics  we  report.  This  imprecision  is  commonly  shown  by  confidence 
intervals.  Confidence  intervals  for  this  study  are  calculated  at  the  95- 
percent  level.  These  intervals  for  each  of  the  statistics  we  report  for 
school  districts  not  receiving  eiea  funds  are  shown  in  table  1.2. 
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Table  1.2:  Confidence  Intervale  for 
Estimates  From  Non-EIEA  District  (95- 
Percent  Confidence  Level) 


Nonsampling  Errors 


StaMiiMnt 

laHmattr 

Low«r  bound 

UppOf bound 

EIEA-«ligibte  students  in  U.S  schools 

700.000* 

637,000* 

761, 000* 

ElEA-eligible  students  in  districts  not 
receiving  EIEA  funds 

136,000 

73.000 

197,000 

Districts  not  receiving  EIEA  funds  that 
have  ElEA-eligible  students 

4,000 

3,600 

4,500 

Percent  of  districts  ineligible  for  EIEA 
funding  that  have  ElEA-eligible  students 

89 

85 

94 

Percent  of  districts  ineligible  for  EIEA 
funding  that  have  less  than  10  ElEA- 
eligible  students 

59 

52 

66 

Districts  not  receiving  EIEA  funds  that 
have  ElEA-eligible  students  and  are 
eligible  for  EIEA  funding 

400 

250 

600 

•Each  of  these  numbers  indude  564,000  ElEA  students  in  the  529  districts  recervmg  E€A  funds 


We  based  our  estimates  for  all  EiEA-funded  districts  on  those  districts 
that  responded  to  our  survey.  We  assumed  that  responding  districts 
were  representative  of  all  EiEA-funded  districts.  Using  this  methodology, 
our  estimate  of  the  total  eeea  funding  received  by  school  districts  was 
within  5  percent  of  the  amount  the  Congress  appropriated. 

School  district  officials  were  unable  to  tell  us  exactly  how  many  of  their 
EEA  students  participate  in  other  federal  education  programs.  District 
officials  told  us,  generally,  they  only  maintain  lists  of  participants  in 
individual  programs  and  compiling  a  list  containing  information  on  all 
programs  in  which  eiea  students  participate  would  require  them  to 
expend  additional  resources.  For  this  reason,  we  asked  them  to  estimate, 
within  ranges,  the  percentage  of  eiea  students  participating  in  other  fed¬ 
eral  education  programs.  We  used  the  lower  and  upper  bounds  of  these 
ranges  to  estimate  the  minimum  and  maximum  participating  in  these 
other  programs. 

In  estimating  the  number  of  eiea  students  participating  in  other  federal 
programs,  we  limited  our  analysis  to  the: 

•  Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged  Children, 

•  Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children, 

•  Bilingual  Education  Act  (title  VII)  Program, 

•  State  Legalization  Impact  Assistance  Grants  Program,  and 

•  Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children. 
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We  selected  the  first  three  programs  because  Education,  in  either  the 
program’s  fiscal  year  1984^  budget  justifications  or  the  program’s 
April  1987  reauthorization  hearing,  said  that  they  were  sufficient  to 
meet  immigrant  students’  educational  needs.  We  selected  the  other  two 
programs  because,  like  eiea,  they  are  intended  to  provide  financial  assis¬ 
tance  to  school  districts  heavily  impacted  by  immigrant  students. 


Case  Study 
Methodology 


To  obtain  a  detailed  description  of  how  school  districts  in  different  parts 
of  the  country  use  eiea  funds,  we  visited  one  school  district  in  each  of 
the  five  states  with  the  most  edsa  students:  California,  Florida,  Illinois, 
New  York,  and  Texas. 

To  review  the  major  programs  funded  by  eiea,  we  reviewed  the  eiea  pro¬ 
gram  receiving  the  most  funding  in  each  state  visited.  In  total,  the  five 
school  districts  we  visited  received  about  $7  million  of  the  $29.6  million 
appropriated  for  school  year  1989-90.  The  school  districts  we  visited 
were: 

Los  Angeles  Unified  School  District,  Los  Angeles,  California; 

Dade  County  Public  Schools,  Miami,  Florida; 

Chicago  Public  Schools,  Chicago,  Illinois; 

Houston  Independent  School  District,  Houston,  Texas;  and 
Division  of  High  Schools,  New  York  City,  New  York. 

At  each  school  district  we  reviewed  eiea  program  and  other  district 
records  and  interviewed  district  personnel.  In  addition,  at  three  of  these 
districts  we  observed  the  EiEA-funded  services  being  provided.  Appen¬ 
dixes  II  through  VI  briefly  summarize  how  the  districts  we  visited  used 
their  school  year  1989-90  eiea  funds.  Appendix  VII  contains  characteris¬ 
tics  of  the  EIEA  students  in  the  529  school  districts  that  participate  in  the 
EIEA  program. 

We  conducted  our  review  between  January  and  October  1990  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards. 
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Statistical  Profile 
(School  Year  1989>90) 


student  Populations 


District; 

610  149 

EIEA  students: 

61.648 

EIEA  students  being  served  (estimate): 

12,000 

Ekjdg«t« 

District: 

$39  billion 

EIEA: 

$3  9  million 

Use  Of  EIEA  Funds 

instructional: 

82  percent 

Transportation: 

9  percent 

Administrative: 

5  percent 

Other: 

3  percent 

Space  Rental; 

1  percent 

Estimated  Number  of  EIEA  Students  Participating  in  Other  Federal  Programs 

Bilingual  Education  Act  (title  VII)  Program; 

1,000-12,000 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged  Children: 

49,000-61,000 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children: 

12.000-24.000 

Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children: 

Fewer  than  1 ,000 

Background 


The  Los  Angeles  Unified  School  District  had  the  nation’s  largest  eiea 
student  population  in  school  year  1989-90.  Its  eiea  student  population  of 
61,648  is  about  10  percent  of  its  total  student  population. 

In  school  year  1989-90,  the  district  received  nearly  $4  million  in  eiea 
funding  and  provided  services  to  about  12,000  eiea  students.  The  dis¬ 
trict  used  most  of  these  funds  to  pay  for  instructional  services  designed 
to  improve  the  English  language  skills  of  eiea  students.  The  services  are 
provided  in  a  special  program  exclusively  for  these  students. 


Immigrant  Student 
Population  Trend 


The  district’s  eiea  student  population  is  increasing  faster  than  its  overall 
student  population.  The  number  of  eiea  students  increased  by  about  18 
percent  between  school  years  1985-86  and  1989-90,  while  the  district’s 
overall  student  population  increased  by  about  8  percent.  According  to 
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program  officials,  the  eiea  students  entering  the  district  are  predomi¬ 
nately  limited  English  proficient;  as  a  result,  the  district  must  provide 
more  English  language  instruction  services  than  it  would  otherwise. 


How  EIEA  Funds  Are 
Used 


In  school  year  1989-90,  the  district  used  all  of  its  eiea  funds  to  support  a 
special  program  for  eiea  students.  In  supporting  this  program,  the  dis¬ 
trict  used  about  82  percent  of  its  funds  for  instructional  services,  9  per¬ 
cent  for  transportation  services,  5  percent  for  administrative  services,  3 
percent  for  psychological  and  health  education  services,  and  1  percent 
for  classroom  space. 


The  district’s  eiea  program  provides  120  hours  of  intensive  English  lan¬ 
guage  development  and  health  and  counseling  services  to  newly  arrived 
immigrant  students.  The  district  offers  the  program  during  the  summer 
to  eiea  students  enrolled  in  schools  observing  the  traditional  9-month 
school  year  and  between  sessions  for  eiea  students  enrolled  in  year- 
round  schools.  This  program  is  supported  almost  entirely  with  eiea 
funds. 


The  district’s  eiea  program  serves  an  estimated  12,000  eiea  students,  or 
about  20  percent  of  its  eiea  student  population.  Program  officials  stated 
that  eiea  funds  are  insufficient  to  serve  all  eiea  students  who  need  the 
services  offered,  and  for  this  reason  they  restrict  participation  to  only 
the  most  needy  students.  The  eiea  students’  home  schools  identify  and 
nominate  students  for  this  program. 

In  supporting  this  program,  the  district  used  about  82  percent  of  its  eiea 
funds  for  the  instructional  services  provided.  Teachers’  salaries  were 
the  largest  expense  in  the  program.  Other  instructional  services  include 
materials  and  supplies  and  in-service  training  for  counselors,  nurses, 
and  teachers. 


The  district  used  9  percent  of  its  eiea  funds  to  pay  for  busing  students 
to  the  program.  According  to  program  officials,  many  immigrants  live  in 
areas  where  schools  are  unable  to  host  the  eiea  program  because  they 
are  overcrowded.  In  these  cases,  the  district  buses  the  students  to  other 
schools  where  space  is  available. 

'The  district  used  about  5  percent  of  its  eiea  funds  to  help  pay  the 
administrative  costs  of  identifying  eligible  students  and  salaries  of  cler¬ 
ical  staff  who  help  administer  the  program. 
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EIEA  Students  Served 
by  Other  Federal 
Programs 


The  district  used  about  3  percent  of  its  eiea  funds  to  provide  psycholog¬ 
ical  and  health  education  services  to  ehea  students.  According  to  pro¬ 
gram  officials,  many  of  these  students  come  from  war-torn  countries 
and  have  difficulty  dealing  with  war  trauma  and  adjusting  to  l).S. 
schools.  In  addition,  many  of  them  need  basic  health  education  so  they 
can  become  familiar  with  fundamental  health  practices. 

The  remaining  1  percent  of  the  district’s  funds  pays  for  classroom  space. 
In  addition  to  busing  students  to  other  schools,  the  district  rents  class¬ 
room  space  at  nonschool  facilities  in  order  to  avoid  keeping  some 
schools,  which  otherwise  would  be  closed,  open  for  the  eiea  program. 


Program  officials  estimate  that,  in  school  year  1989-90,  relatively  few 
EIEA  students  participated  in  the  other  federally  funded  programs  we 
reviewed  except  for  the  Chapter  1  Progi  am  for  Educationally  Disadvan¬ 
taged  Children.  According  to  program  r  Ticials,  between  49,000  and 
61,000  EIEA  students  (80  to  100  percent  of  the  district’s  total  eiea  popu¬ 
lation)  participated  in  this  Chapter  1  program.  In  contrast,  they  also 
estimat^  that  only  about  12,000  to  24,000  and  1,000  to  12,000  eiea  stu¬ 
dents  participated  in  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children  and 
Bilingual  Education  Act  (title  VII)  Programs,  respectively.  Fewer  than 
1,000  eiea  students  participated  in  services  funded  by  the  Transition 
Program  for  Refugee  Children,  but  these  students  received  no  eiea- 
funded  services.  No  eiea  student  received  services  funded  by  the  State 
Legalization  Impact  Assistance  Grants  Program  because  the  district  did 
not  participate  in  this  program. 
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Dade  County  Public  Schools 


Statistical  Profile 
(School  Year  1989-90) 


Student  Populatione 

District: 

278,963 

EIEA  students: 

19,211 

EIEA  students  being  served  (estimate): 

17,000 

Budgets 

District: 

$2  billion 

EIEA: 

$1  million 

Use  Of  EIEA  Funds 

Instructional: 

100  percent 

Estimated  Number  of  EIEA  Students  Participating  in  Other  Federal  Programs 

Bilingual  Education  Act  (title  VII)  Program: 

Data  not  available 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged  Children: 

Data  not  available 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children: 

Fewer  than  50 

State  Legalization  Impact  Assistance  Grants  Program; 

Data  not  available 

Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children; 

Data  not  available 

Background 


The  Dade  County  Public  Schools  had  the  nation’s  second  largest  eiea 
student  population  in  school  year  1989-90.  The  district’s  19,211  eiea 
student  population  is  approximately  7  percent  of  its  total  student 
population. 

In  school  year  1989-90,  the  district  received  about  $1  million  in  eiea 
funding  and  provided  services  to  about  17,000  eiea  students.  The  dis¬ 
trict  used  these  funds  to  provide  transitional  bilingual  education  and 
English  as  a  Second  Language  instruction  to  both  eeea  and  non-EiEA 
students. 


Immigrant  Student 
Population  Trend 


The  district’s  eiea  student  population  is  increasing  faster  than  its  overall 
student  population.  The  number  of  eiea  students  increased  by  about  30 
percent  between  school  years  1986-86  and  1989-90,  while  the  district’s 
overall  student  population  increased  by  about  23  percent.  According  to 
program  officials,  the  eiea  students  entering  the  district  are  predomi¬ 
nately  limited  English  proficient;  as  a  result,  the  district  must  provide 
more  English  language  instruction  than  it  would  otherwise. 
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How  EIEA  Funds  Are 
Used 


In  school  year  1989-90,  the  district  used  all  its  eiea  funds  to  pay  for 
instructional  services.  About  99  percent  of  the  funds  were  used  to  pay 
teachers’  salaries  for  providing  English  language  instruction  in  either  a 
bilingual  or  English  as  a  Second  Language  program.  Dade  County  used 
the  remaining  1  percent  for  materials  and  supplies. 


The  district  merges  its  eiea  funds  with  state,  local,  and  other  federal 
funds  into  one  account  devoted  to  its  bilingual  education  department. 
This  department  then  uses  this  combined  account  to  hire  teachers  and 
aides  and  buy  supplies  and  material  for  its  instructional  program.  This 
program  includes  both  bilingual  and  English  for  Speakers  of  Other  Lan¬ 
guages  certified  instructors.  The  district’s  limited  English  proficient  stu¬ 
dents  receive  bilingual  instruction,  English  language  instruction,  or  a 
combination  of  both  depending  on  their  level  of  English  proficiency. 


EIEA  Students  Served 
by  Other  Federal 
Programs 


Except  for  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children,  district  officials 
were  unable  to  estimate  the  number  of  eiea  students  who  participated  in 
the  other  federally  funded  education  programs  we  reviewed.  According 
to  the  Director  of  Attendance  Services,  fewer  than  50  eiea  students  par¬ 
ticipated  in  this  Chapter  1  program  in  school  year  1989-90. 
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Chicago  Public  Schools 


Statistical  Profile 
(School  Year  1989-90) 


Student  Populations 

District: 

404,991 

EIEA  students: 

15,834 

EIEA  students  being  served  (estimate): 

14,000 

Budgets 

District: 

$21  billion 

EIEA: 

$950,000 

Use  Of  EIEA  Funds 

Instructional: 

90  percent 

Administrative: 

6  percent 

Programs  for  parents: 

2  percent 

Transportation: 

2  percent 

Estimated  Number  of  EIEA  Students  Participating  in  Other  Federal  Programs 

Bilingual  Education  Act  (title  VII)  Program: 

Fewer  than  3,000 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged  Children: 

Fewer  than  200 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children: 

Fewer  than  3,000 

Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children: 

Fewer  than  3,000 

Background 


The  Chicago  Public  Schools  had  the  nation’s  third  largest  eiea  student 
population  in  school  year  1989-90.  Its  15,834  eiea  student  population  is 
approximately  4  percent  of  its  total  student  population. 


In  school  year  1989-90,  the  district  received  about  $960,000  in  eiea 
funding,  and  provided  services  to  over  14,000  eiea  students.  The  district 
used  most  of  its  eiea  funds  to  purchase  supplies  and  material  that  are 
used  to  improve  the  English  language  skills  of  both  eiea  and  non-EiEA 
students. 


Immigrant  Student 
Population  Trend 


Like  the  district’s  overall  student  population,  the  number  of  eiea  stu¬ 
dents  is  declining.  Moreover,  the  eiea  population  is  decreasing  faster 
than  the  overall  student  population.  The  number  of  eiea  students 
decreased  by  about  10  percent  between  school  years  1984-85  and  1989- 
90.  During  this  time,  the  district’s  overall  student  population  decreased 
by  about  6  percent.  According  to  program  officials,  the  eiea  students 
entering  the  district  are  mostly  limited  English  proficient;  as  a  result, 


Page  2a 


GAO/KnD-ai-SO  Immigrant  Education  Program 


.^qteiidixIV 
Chicago  Public  Schools 


How  EIEIA  Funds  Are 
Used 


the  district  needs  to  provide  more  English  language  instruction  services 
than  it  would  otherwise. 

Despite  the  past  decreases  in  the  eiea  student  population,  program  offi¬ 
cials  expect  the  number  of  EaEA  students  to  increase  dramatically  in 
school  year  1990-91.  Program  officials  told  us  that  in  previous  years, 
local  schools  undercounted  the  number  of  eiea  students  because  they 
were  unfamiliar  with  how  to  identify  immigrant  students.  To  correct 
this  problem,  officials  worked  with  local  schools  to  help  them  properly 
identify  eiea  students.  They  anticipate  this  will  increase  the  eiea  student 
population  by  approximately  6,600  students  in  school  year  1990-91  to 
about  23,000  students. 


In  school  year  1989-90,  the  district  used  eiea  funds  for  four  purposes.  It 
used  about  90  percent  for  instructional  services,  6  percent  for  adminis¬ 
trative  services,  2  percent  for  programs  for  parents,  and  the  final  2  per¬ 
cent  for  transportation.  In  accordance  with  Illinois’  Chicago  School 
Reform  Act  of  1988,  local  school  councils  determined  how  the  eiea  funds 
were  used. 

The  Chicago  School  Reform  Act  requires  that  school  districts  place 
responsibility  for  planning  school  budgets  and  curriculum  at  the  local 
school  level.  The  act  established  local  councils  comprised  of  parents, 
local  school  officials,  teachers,  and  community  representatives  who  are 
responsible  for  detei  mining  how  schools  should  spend  all  their  funds, 
including  federal  funds.  The  act  requires  the  councils  to  develop  budgets 
detailing  how  they  will  use  all  funds  and  submit  the  plan  to  the  district 
for  approval.  The  district  is  responsible  for  assuring  compliance  with  all 
state  and  federal  regulations. 

The  district  used  the  funds  devoted  to  instructional  services  for  three 
purposes.  About  86  percent  of  the  instructional  services  funds  were 
spent  on  supplies  and  materials  used  to  assist  instructors  providing 
English  language  instruction  to  eiea  and  non-EiEA  students.  About  9  per¬ 
cent  of  the  funds  were  used  to  pay  salaries  and  provide  in-service 
training  for  teachers  and  aides  working  with  limited  English  proficient 
children.  The  remaining  5  percent  were  used  to  purchase  instructional 
equipment. 

The  district  used  about  6  percent  of  its  eiea  funds  to  pa>  the  salaries  of 
clerical  and  support  staff  who  help  administer  the  program. 
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The  district  used  about  2  percent  of  its  eiea  funds  to  pay  for  programs 
for  parents.  These  services  include  providing  parent  orientation  to  the 
district  and  translating  materials,  such  as  notices  of  parent-teacher 
meetings. 

The  district  used  the  final  2  percent  of  its  eiea  funds  to  pay  for  trans¬ 
portation  costs,  such  as  transporting  students  on  field  trips  and  to 
school. 


EIEA  Students  Served 
by  Other  Federal 
Programs 


Program  officials  estimate  that  the  number  of  eie.^  students  who  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  other  federally  funded  education  programs  we  examined  is 
small.  These  officials  estimated  that  fewer  than  3,000  (20  percent)  of 
the  eiea  students  participated  in  either  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  (title 
VII)  Program,  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children,  or  the  Tran¬ 
sition  Program  for  Refugee  Children.  They  also  estimate  that  fewer  than 
200  EIEA  students  participated  in  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Education¬ 
ally  Disadvantaged  Children.  The  district  used  all  of  its  State  Legaliza¬ 
tion  Impact  Assistance  Grants  funds  for  adult  education;  thus,  no  eiea 
student  participated  in  this  program. 
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Houston  Independent  School  District 


Statistical  Profile 
(School  Year  1989-90) 


Studgnt  Poputetiong* 

District 

191  284 

EIEA  students 

14  001 

EIEA  students  being  se.ved  {estimate) 

6  317 

Budggt* 

District 

$720  million 

EIEA 

$400,000 

Um  of  CiEA  Funds 

Instructional 

85  percent 

Administrative 

10  percent 

Programs  for  parents 

5  perceni 

Esthnatod  Numbsf  of  EiEA  Studonts  Psrtieipsting  in  Othor  FsdtKSl  Progrsms* 

Chapter  t  Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged  Children 

1  500-  2  500 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant  Children 

Fe  wr  than  f  .500 

State  Legalization  impact  Assistance  Grants 

5  000-  6  000 

Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children 

5  000-6.000 

•The  distficl  undercoonts  the  numlje*  o(  EIEA  students  try  excluding  those  immigiant  students  iwho  can 
also  be  counted  under  the  State  Legalization  impact  Assistance  Giants  Program  and  Tianstiion  Pm 
gram  for  Refugee  Children  We  calculated  the  E€  A  student  population  by  adding  m  these  immigrant 
students  The  district  served  all  6  3i7  students  it  counted 

*The  estimated  figures  for  EiEA  «tudenfs  are  based  on  the  6  3i  7  EiE  a  students  the  distrci  counted 


Background 


The  Houston  Independent  School  District  had  the  nation’s  fourth  largest 
EIEA  student  population  in  school  year  1989-90,  The  district’s  14,001 
EIEA  student  population  is  approximately  7  percent  of  its  total  student 
population. 


In  school  year  1989-90,  the  district  received  about  $400,000  in  eiea 
funding  and  provided  services  to  about  6,000  eiea  students.  The  district 
used  most  of  its  eiea  funds  to  provide  transitional  bilingual  education 
and  English  as  a  Second  Language  instruction  to  improve  both  eiea  and 
non-EiEA  students. 


Inmiigrant  Student 
Population  Trend 


The  district’s  eiea  student  population  is  increasing  while  its  overall  stu¬ 
dent  population  is  declining.  In  this  regard,  the  number  of  eiea  students 
increas^  by  29  percent  between  school  years  1985-86  and  1989-90. 
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while  the  district’s  overall  student  population  decreased  by  1  percent 
According  to  program  officials,  the  EaEA  students  entering  the  district 
are  primarily  limited  English  proficient;  as  a  result,  the  district  must 
provide  more  English  language  instruction  than  it  would  otherwise. 


How  EIEIA  Funds  Are 
Used 


In  school  year  1989-90,  the  district  used  eiea  funds  for  three  purposes. 
The  district  used  about  86  percent  of  these  funds  for  instructional  ser¬ 
vices,  10  percent  for  administrative  services,  and  5  percent  for  pro¬ 
grams  for  parents. 


The  district  used  most  of  the  instructional  services  funds  to  supplement 
its  transitional  bilingual  and  EInglish  as  a  Second  Langu^e  instructional 
program  by  paying  the  salaries  of  an  eiea  coordinator  and  approxi¬ 
mately  25  teacher  aides.  The  eiea  coordinator’s  duties  include  providing 
in-service  training  to  teachers  to  improve  their  effectiveness  in 
instructing  limited  English  proficient  students,  determining  which 
schools  to  assign  EiEA-funded  aides,  and  monitoring  teacher  aides’ 
performance. 


Teacher  aides  work  with  eiea  and  non-EiEA  limited  English  proficient 
students  in  both  elementary  and  secondary  schools.  The  district  places 
most  of  the  EiEA-funded  aides  in  elementary  schools  because  district 
officials  believe  that  intervention  at  an  early  age  is  the  most  effective 
method  of  mainstreaming  these  students  into  the  standard  school 
curriculum. 


About  10  percent  of  the  district’s  eiea  funds  were  used  for  administra¬ 
tive  costs.  These  included  the  cost  of  identifying  eligible  immigrant  stu¬ 
dents  and  the  salaries  of  clerical  and  support  staff  assisting  the  oea 
coordinator. 

'The  district  used  the  remaining  5  percent  of  its  eiea  funds  to  pay  for 
programs  for  parents.  'These  services  included  translating  materials, 
such  as  student  progress  reports  and  providing  parent  orientation  to 
school  district  expectations. 
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EIEA  Students  Served 
by  Other  Federal 
Programs 


Program  officials  estimate  that,  in  school  year  1989-90,  most  of  the  dis¬ 
trict’s  EiEA  students,  about  5,000  to  6,000  (80  to  100  percent)  partici¬ 
pated  in  both  the  State  Legalization  Impact  Assistance  Grants  Program 
and  Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children.  On  the  other  hand,  these 
officials  estimate  that  only  about  1,500  to  2,500  eiea  students  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged  Chil¬ 
dren  and  fewer  than  1,500  in  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Migrant 
Children.  None  of  the  district’s  eiea  students  participate  in  the  Bilingual 
Education  Act  (title  VII)  Program  because  the  district  does  not  receive 
any  of  these  funds.  All  of  these  estimates  are  based  on  only  those  6,300 
EIEA  students  that  the  district  identified.  The  participation  rates  for  the 
district’s  other  7,700  eiea  students  were  unavailable 


Page  28 


GAO/HBD-SiaO  Inimlgnuit  Education  Prognun 


Appendix  VI 


Division  of  High  Schools,  New  York  City 
Public  Schools 


Statistical  Profile 
(School  Year  1989-90) 


Student  Populatfon* 

District: 

259,^ 

EIEA  students: 

9,284 

EIEA  students  being  served  (estimate)* 

^.B00 

Budgets 

District: 

$840  million 

EIEA: 

$600,000 

Use  of  EiEA  Funds 

Instructional: 

76  percent 

Counseling. 

20  percent 

Programs  for  parents: 

3  percent 

Administrative: 

1  percent 

Estimated  Number  of  EIEA  Students  Participating  in  Other  Federal  Programs 

Bilingual  Education  Act  (title  VII)  Program: 

2,000-4  000 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged  Children; 

8,000-9,000 

Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children: 

Fewer  than  2,000 

*EIEA  students  who  participated  in summer  school  program  Other  EIEA  students  may  be  served  by 
the  materials  and  supplies  sent  to  ail  schools. 


Background 


The  Division  of  High  Schools,  New  York  City  Public  Schools,  had  the 
nation’s  sixth  largest  eiea  student  population  in  school  year  1989-90.  Its 
EIEA  student  population  of  9,284  is  approximately  4  percent  of  the  dis¬ 
trict’s  total  student  population.  The  Division  of  High  Schools  is  the 
largest  of  New  York  City’s  31  school  districts. 

In  school  year  1989-90,  the  school  district  received  over  $600,000  in  eiea 
funding  and  provided  services  to  about  1,800  eiea  students  attending  a 
special  summer  program.  The  division  used  most  of  this  funding  to  pay 
for  instructional  services  designed  to  improve  the  English  language 
skills  of  eiea  students  and  to  orientate  them  to  the  city  and  high  school. 
These  services  are  provided  during  the  summer  program  exclusively  for 
newly  anived  eiea  students. 
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Inunigrant  Student 
Population  Trend 


How  EIEIA.  Funds  Are 
Used 


For  the  3  school  years  for  which  data  were  available  (1987-88, 1988-89, 
and  1989-90),  the  division’s  eiea  population,  like  its  overall  student  pop¬ 
ulation,  declined.  Program  records  show  that  the  eiea  student  enroll¬ 
ment  decreased  by  2  percent  between  school  years  1987-88  and  1989-90. 
During  the  same  period,  the  division’s  overall  student  population 
decreased  by  4  percent.  According  to  program  officials,  the  eiea  stu¬ 
dents  entering  the  district  are  predominately  limited  English  proficient; 
as  a  result,  the  district  must  provide  more  English  language  instruction 
services  than  it  would  otherwise. 

Program  officials  believe  that  the  number  of  eiea  students  did  not  actu¬ 
ally  decline  from  school  year  1987-88  to  1989-90,  but  that  local  school 
officials  undercounted  them.  To  correct  this  problem,  program  officials 
worked  with  local  school  officials  on  the  proper  methods  and  impor¬ 
tance  of  identifying  all  eiea  students.  As  a  result,  program  officials 
believe  that  the  division’s  eiea  student  population  will  increase  by 
approximately  14,000  in  school  year  1990-91  to  about  23,000. 


In  school  year  1989-90,  the  division  used  eiea  funds  for  four  purposes. 
The  division  used  about  76  percent  of  the  funds  for  instructional  ser¬ 
vices,  20  percent  for  counseling  services,  3  percent  for  parent  services, 
and  1  percent  for  administrative  services.  Most  of  these  services  are 
related  to  the  summer  school  program  for  eiea  students. 

The  division’s  summer  school  program  is  a  voluntary  6-week  summer 
orientation  program  for  eiea  students  who  are  new  to  secondar>' 
schools.  In  this  summer  program,  eiea  students  are  provided  English  as 
a  Second  Language  instruction  and  introduced  to  New  York  City’s  edu¬ 
cational  system  and  to  the  city.  They  are  also  provided  individual  and 
group  counseling  to  guide  their  career  choices  and  help  them  a<^ust  to 
New  York  City’s  high  schools. 

In  supporting  the  program,  the  division  used  about  76  percent  of  its  eiea 
funds  for  teachers,  aides,  and  other  program  staff  salaries  and  for 
training  costs.  In  addition,  the  division  used  20  percent  of  its  eiea  funds 
to  subsidize  the  salaries  of  bilingual  guidance  counselors. 

'The  division  used  about  3  percent  of  its  eiea  funds  to  create  information 
centers  for  parents  of  immigrant  students.  These  centers  provide  infor¬ 
mation  about  school  activities,  rules,  and  requirements.  The  centers  are 
designed  to  provide  this  information  in  the  parents’  native  langu^e  in 
surroundings  that  are  less  intimidating  than  school  offices. 
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The  district  used  the  remaining  1  percent  of  its  eiea  funds  for  adminis¬ 
trative  activities,  such  as  identifying  eligible  immigrant  students. 


ElIEA  Students  Served 
by  Other  Federal 
Programs 


Except  for  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally  Disadvantaged 
Children,  program  officials  estimate  that,  in  school  year  1989-90,  few 
EBEA  students  participated  in  the  other  federally  funded  programs  we 
reviewed.  Program  officials  estimated  that  about  8,000  to  9,000  eiea 
students  (80  to  100  percent)  participated  in  this  Chapter  1  program. 
However,  school  officials  estimated  that  only  about  2,000  to  4,000  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  (title  VII)  Program  and  fewer 
than  2,000  participated  in  the  Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children. 
No  EIEA  students  in  the  division  participated  in  the  State  Legalization 
Impact  Assistance  Grants  program  or  the  Chapter  1  Program  for 
Migrant  Children  because  the  division  did  not  receive  funds  from  these 
programs. 
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EiEA  students  are  primarily  Hispanic,  limited  English  proficient,  and  in 
elementary  school  grades  (see  the  following  tables). 

Figures  in  percent 

Ethnicity 

Estimated  EIEA  students 

Hispanic 

60 

Asian 

22 

White,  Non-Hispanic 

8 

Black,  Non-Hispanic 

6 

Pacific  Islanders 

2 

Other 

2 

Total 

100 

StiKtofita 

Figures  in  percent 

Proficiancy 

Estimated  EIEA  students 

Limited  proficiency 

90 

Proficient 

10 

Total 

100 

Students 

Figures  in  percent 

Qrade  level 

Estimated  EIEA  students 

Pre-Kindergarten 

1 

Elementary  grades 

60 

Middle/Junior  high  grades 

18 

High  school  grades 

21 

Total 

100 
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l--i. . i-i-J 

U.S.  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 
Survey  of  School  Discriccs 


Your  participation  In  this  survey  Is 
essential.  With  your  help  we  can  provide 
the  Congress  with  infonsatlon  that  will 


The  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) .  an 
agency  of  the  U.S.  Congress,  is 
conducting  a  review  of  the  Emergency 
Immigrant  Education  Act  (EIEA) .  This 
review  will  provide  Information  that  Che 
GAO  will  present  to  the  Congress  at 
reauthorlzaclon  hearings  for  this  Act. 

The  Congress  would  like  to  know  how  EIEA 
funding  Is  used,  the  characteristics  of 
eligible  Immigrant  children,  the 
relationship  between  EIEA  and  other 
Federally -funded  programs,  and  the 
effects  of  the  EIEA.  To  obtain  this 
Infonaatlon,  GAO  Is  conducting  a  survey 
of  all  S44  school  discriccs  that  received 
an  EIEA  grant  for  Che  1989-90  school 
year.  According  to  Department  of 
Education  records,  your  school  district 
was  among  those  that  received  a  grant. 

Please  complete  this  questionnaire  and 
return  it  within  one  week  of  receipt  to 
the: 

U.S.  General  Accounting  Office 

350  South  Figueroa  Street 

Suite  1010 

Los  Angeles ,  CA  90071 

Attn;  Edward  M.  Zagalo 

We  have  Included  a  pre-addressed, 
postage-paid  return  envelope  for  your 
convenience.  The  person  responsible  for 
your  district's  language  program  for 
limited  English  proficient  students  can 
probably  answer  most  of  these  questions. 
Ocher  district  staff  may  need  to  be 
consulted  to  respond  to  others . 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  this 
questionnaire  please  call  Hr.  Zagalo 
collect  at  (213)  894-3813.  He  will  be 
happy  CO  help  you. 


be  very  useful  to  them  when  they  decide 
whether  or  not  to  reauthorize  the  EIEA. 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 

I.  INFORMATION  ABOUT  THE  SCHOOL  DISTRICT 

1.  Which  grades  did  your  school 
district  offer  during  school  year 
(SY)  1989-90? 

(CHECK  ALL  THAT  APPLY.) 

1. [  JPre- kindergarten 

2. (  ) Kindergarten 

3. (  JFlrsc  through  fifth 

4. (  ] Sixth 

5 .  [  ) Seventh 

4. [  ) Eighth 

5. (  ] Ninth 

6. [  )Tenth  through  twelfth 

2.  During  SY  1989-90,  what  was  your 
school  district's  total  enrollment? 
(ENTER  NUMBER.) 

_ s  tudents 

3.  Please  enter  the  approximate  total 
district  budget  for  SY  1989-90? 
(ENTER  DOLLAR  AMOUNT.) 

$ _ .00 
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II. 

mm  DISTRICT’S  EIEA  STUDEMTS 

4. 

Consider  your  district's  total 

6.  About  what  proportion  of  these  EIEA 

student  enrollvent  during 

SY  1989-90.  About  how  many  of 

students  were: 

these  students  were 

bom  outside  the  U.S.  and  Its 

(ENTER  PERCENT  FOR  EACH.  IF  NONE. 

ENTER  *0*.) 

territories , 

Asian,  X 

AHD 

Pacific  Islander,  X 

had  attended  school  In  the 

U.S.  for  less  than  three 

Black,  non-Hlspanlc ,  _ X 

conplete  years? 

Hispanic,  regardless  of  race.  X 

(ENTER  NUMBER.  INCLUDE  ONLY  PUBLIC 
SCHOOL  STUDENTS.) 

— >HEREAFTER.  THESE 

Uhite,  non-Hispanic ,  X 

Other?  (PLEASE  SPECIFY.) 

STUDENTS  ARE  REFERRED 

TO  AS  "EIEA  STUDENTS* 

As  t 

--THAT  IS. STUDENTS 

b.  X 

WHO  ARE  COUNTED  WHEN 
DETERMINING  IF  A 

DISTRICT  IS  ELIGIBLE 

FOP.  EMERGENCY 

IMMIGRANT  EDUCATION 

ACT  (EIEA)  FUNDING. 

TOTAL  EIEA  STUDENTS  100  X 

7.  During  SY  1989-90,  about  what 

proportion  of  your  district’s  EIEA 

5. 

During  SY  1989-90,  about  what 

students  were  Halted  in  their 

proportion  of  your  EIEA  students 

ability  to  understand,  speak,  read. 

were  In  each  grade  category  listed 

or  write  English,  i.e.  United 

below? 

English  proficient? 

(ENTER  PERCENT  FOR  EACH.  IF  NONE, 

ENTER  “0".) 

Pre-kinderaarten  I 

(ENTER  PERCENT  OR  CHECK  BOX.) 

X 

Your  elenentary 

0. [  JNo  EIEA  students  | 

arades  X 

were  United  — >(SKIP  TO 

English  proficient  1  SEC.  Ill, 

Your  Biddle  or 

Junior  high  school 

arades  X 

Your  high 

school  arades  X 

+ 

TOTAL  EIEA  STUDENTS  100  X 

PAGE  4.) 
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8.  To  become  English  proficient,  do 

your  limited  English  proficient  EIEA 
students ,  In  general ,  need  more , 
about  as  much  or  less  Instruction 
and  other  educational  services  than 
limited  English  proficient  students 
who  are  not  EIEA  students? 

(CHECK  ONE.) 

1.  [  ]I,lmlted  English  proficient  EIEA 
students  need  much  less  than 
other  limited  English 
proficient  students 

2. I  ]Need  somewhat  less  than  other 
limited  English  proficient 
students 

3. [  ]Keed  about  as  much  as  other 

limited  English  proficient 
students 

4. [  ]Need  somewhat  more  than  other 

limited  English  proficient 
students 

3.(  ]EIEA  students  need  much  more 
than  other  limited  English 
proficient  students 

6.[  ]N/A- -district  has  no  non-EIEA 
limited  English  proficient 
students 


9.  Overall,  about  how  many  native 
languages,  not  counting  English, 
were  represented  among  these  limited 
English  proficient  EIEA  students? 
(ENTER  NUMBER.) 

_ languages 


10.  In  how  many  of  these  languages,  If 
any.  did  your  district  provide  a 
bilingual  program  during 
SY  1989-907 

(ENTER  NUMBER  OR  CHECK  BOX.) 

_ languages 

0 .  {  ]  None 
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III.  HEEDS  OF  EIEA  STDDEHTS 

11.  We  would  like  Co  know  what  needs  your  discrlcc's  EIEA  students  have. 

In  FART  A,  indicate  what  proportion,  if  any,  of  these  students  need  each  of  the 
services  listed  in  the  left  column.  (CHECK  OHE  BOX  FOR  EACH.) 

In  PART  B,  indicate  whether  your  district  is  able  to  provide  these  students  with  all, 
most,  some,  a  little,  or  none  of  the  service  they  ne  1.  (CHECK  OHE  BOX  FOR  EACH.) 


PART  A 

Proportion  of  EIEA  Students 


District  was 
ble  to  provide 


(OX) 

(1- 

19X) 

(20- 

39X) 

(40- 

59X) 

(60- 

79X) 

(80- 

lOOX) 

03  , 

04 

05 

06 

1. English  language 
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GAO’S  Qaestioiiiiaire  Sent  to  School  Districts 
Receiving  i;JhlA  Funds 
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12.  Consider  the  needs  listed  In 

question  11.  Oversll,  which  of 
these  Is  your  EIEA  students'  most, 
second  most,  and  third  most  critical 
need? 

(ENTER  ITEM  NUMBER  FOR  EACH.) 
f  I  l--iBost  critical  need 

I  I  I  - -second  most 

I  I  I --third  moat 


13.  To  what  extent  did  your  district  do  each  of  the  following  during  SY  1989-90? 


(CHECK  ONE  BOX  FOR  EACH  ITEM.) 


TO  A 
GREAT 
EXTENT 

TO  A 

MODERATE 

EXTENT 

TO 

SOME 

EXTENT 

NOT 

AT 

.1 

2 

3 

4 

1. Adapt  Its  usual  materials  to 

Instruct  Imnlerant  students 

2. Acquire  materials  specially 
deslaned  for  Imnierant  students 

3. Adapt  Its  usual  curriculum  to 

instnirr  timtfrnnr  students 

4. Acquire  curriculum  specially 
deslened  for  immierant  students 

5. Provide  In-service  training  to  teach  teachers 
or  aides  to  instruct/relate  to  Immigrant 
students 

6. Orient  immigrant  students  to  fundamental 
behavioral  exoectatlons  of  school 

7. Help  Immigrant  students  adapt  to  American 
_ SultUES _ 
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HeceivinK  EIEA  Funds 


IV.  EIEA-FUNDED  FROOIAMS  DURIHC  SY  l<>89-90 


14.  Did  your  school  district  receive  an 
EIEA  grant  for  SY  1989-90? 

1. [  lYes 

2. [  ]So— >(SK1P  TO  SECTION  V, 

PAGE  lA.) 


15.  About  how  much  EIEA  funding  did  your 
district  receive  for  Sy  1989-90? 
(ENTER  DOLLAR  AMOUNT.) 

S _ ,00 
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GAO't  Queatioiuiairp  Sent  to  School  DUtricta 
BMetvtng  ElEA  Funds 


sMBeiic  ■r-tsnwcTioMi  »Maw  rat  •naan* 

(tnclurit  ttaff  Mtwin/bmfit*  and  <n-a«rvica  tralnina,  conauttant 
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GAO'S  QogadonnsJre  Sent  to  School  Districts 
Beeeivliig  EDBA  Funds 


17.  During  SY  1989-90,  shout  how  such  of  your  ElEA  grsnc  did  your  district  dsvote  to 

scsdemlc  Instructional  programs  for  students  (refer  to  this  category  in  question  16.) 7 
(ESTER  DOUAR  AMOUNT  OR  CHECK  BOX.) 

$ _ .00 

Q.{  ]N/A--Dld  not  devote  any  ElEA  grant  money  to  | 

academic  Instructional  programs  for  — >(SKIP  TO  QUESTION  19.) 
students  I 


18.  Consider  the  amount  of  ElEA  grant  money  that  your  district  devoted  to  academic 

Instructional  programs  for  students.  About  how  much  of  this  amount  was  spent  on  each 


of  the  Items  listed  below?  (ENTER  DOUAR  AMOUNT  FOR  EACH.) 

l.Salarles/beneflts  for  teachers  and  aides  S _ .00 

2. Consultant  fees  related  to  academic  Instructional 

programs  for  students  .00 

S.Inservlce  training  for  teachers/aldes  .00 

4. Instructional  equipment  expected  to  last  for 

more  than  one  year  .00 

5. Instructional  materials  and  supplies  .00 

6. Other  expenditures  related  to  academic  Instructional 
programs  for  students  (PLEASE  SPECIFY.) 


_  _ .00 

+ _ 

ElEA  GRANT  HONEY  SPENT  ON 
ACADEMIC  INSTRUCTIONAL  PROGRAMS 

FOR  STUDENTS  _ .00 
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19.  Foe  each  of  the  three  progcan  categories  listed  below,  Indicate  the  types  of  prograas, 
if  any,  that  were  funded  with  your  SY  1989-90  EIEA  grant.  (CHECK  ONE  BOX  FOR  EACH.) 


Types  of  Prograas 
Funded  with  EIEA  Honey 
(CHECK  ALL  THAT  APPLY.) 


IN-CLASS 

PROGRAMS 

DURING 

NORMAL 

SCHOOL 

HOURS 

PULL-OUT 

PROGRAMS 

DURING 

NORMAL 

SCHOOL 

HOURS 

ADD-ON 
PROGRAMS 
AFTER 
SCHOOL 
AMD  ON 
WEEKENDS 

ADD-ON 

PROGRAMS 

DURING 

SUMMER 

BREAK 

N/A 

NO  EIEA 
FUNDING 
DEVOTED 
TO  THIS 
CATEGORY 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

l.Acadealc  instructional  prograas 
for  students 

2.Acadeaic  non-lnsCructional 
oroerans  for  students 

l.Non-acadeaic  prograas/servlces 
_ for  students _ ! _ 

20.  Did  all  EIEA  student.-’  rterieipate  in 
or  receive  at  least  one  EIEA- funded 
prograa  or  service  during  SY  1989- 
907 


1. (  ]Ye8--all  participated/— >( SKIP 

received  service  I  TO 

SEC.  V. 
PAGE  14.) 

2. [  ]No--soBe  did  not 


21.  About  what  proportion  of  EIEA 
students  participated  in  or 
received  at  least  one 
prograa/service?  (CHECK  ONE.) 

X  of  EIEA  students 
par tic ipated/rece Ived 
service 


22.  Check  the  stateaent(s)  below  chat 

best  describes  why  all  EIEA  students 
did  not  participate  in  or  receive  an 
EIEA- funded  prograa  or  service. 
(CHECK  ALL  THAT  APPLY.) 

1. [  )IioC  all  EIEA  students  needed 

the  prograas/servlces  offered 

2. [  JLiaited  resources  precluded 

offering  prograas/servlces  to 
all  EIEA  students  who  needed 
thea 

3. (  JOCher  (PLEASE  SPECIFY.) 
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V.  lAHCOACS  FKOGKAMS  TO  SEaVE  LIMITED  ENGLISH  PROFICIENT  STUDENTS,  IN  GENERAL 


23.  During  SY  1989-90  were  any  of  your 
district's  students  (Including  but 
not  Halted  Co  ElEA  students) 
Halted  In  their  ability  Co 
understand,  speak,  read,  or  write 
English,  t.e.  Halted  English 
proficient? 

1. [  iVes 

2. (  }No— >(SKIP  TO  SECTION  VI, 

PAGE  18.) 


24.  In  total,  about  how  aany  of  your 
students.  Including  EIEA  students, 
were  Halted  English  proficient? 
(ENTER  NUMBER.) 

_ Halted  English 

proficient  students 


25.  During  SY  1989-90  did  your  district 
provide  an  English  language 
instruction  prograa  for  any  Halted 
English  proficient  students? 

1. (  ]Yes 

2. {  ]No— >(SKIP  TO  QUESTION  27.) 


26.  Whether  or  not  they  were 

certificated,  how  aany  teachers  did 
your  district  eaploy,  during  SY 
1989-90,  Co  teach  Che  English 
language  to  Halted  English 
proficient  students?  (ENTER  NUMBER 
OR  CHECK  BOX.) 

_ English  language 

instruction  teachers 

0.[  ]None 


27.  During  SY  1989-90  did  your  district 
provide  instruction  In  other 
acadeaic  subjects  to  Halted  English 
proficient  students  using  their 
native  language,  l.e.  bilingual 
instruction? 

l.[  lYes 

2.1  INo — >(SKIP  TO  QUESTION  31.) 


28.  Whether  or  not  they  were 

certificated,  how  aany  teachers  did 
your  district  employ  during  SY 
1989-90  to  provide  bilingual 
instruction? 

(ENTER  NUMBER  OR  CHECK  BOX.) 

_ bilingual  teachers 

0 . [  ]  None 


29.  In  how  aany  languages  did  your 
district  provide  a  bilingual 
instruction  program? 

(ENTER  NUMBER.) 

_ languages 
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Beceivlng  EIEA  Fonda 


30.  Please  list  the  languages  In  which 
your  district  provided  a  bilingual 
Instruction  prograa. 

1.  _ 


2. 


3. 

4. 


5. 


31.  In  how  many  languages,  other  than 
English,  were  your  district's 
teachers  or  teachers  aides  able  to 
communicate  with  limited  English 
proficient  students? 

(ENTER  NUMBER.  IF  NONE  ENTER  "0" . ) 

lanKuages 


32.  During  SY  1989-90  did  your  district 
provide  a  native  language 
Instruction  prograa  for  limited 
English  proficient  students- -that 
Is,  a  program  primarily  Intended  Co 
maintain  or  develop  their  native 
language  skills? 

1 . (  ]Yes 

2.1  INo 


33.  Irrespective  of  funding  source, 
what  was  your  district’s  total  SY 
1989-90  budget  for  English, 
bilingual  and  native  language 
Instruction  programs  for  limited 
English  proficient  students? 

(ENTER  DOLLAR  AMOUNT  OR  CHECK  BOX.) 

$ _ .00 


0.(  ]  N/A--dlstrIct  I 

did  not  provide— >(  SKIP  TO 
any  of  these  j  QUESTION 
programs _ 1  36 . ) 


34.  During  SY  1989-90,  was  any  EIEA 
grant  money  used  Co  support  your 
district's  English,  bilingual  or 
native  language  Instruction  programs 
for  limited  English  proficient 
students? 

1. [  lYes 

2. (  )No — ^>(SKIP  TO  QUESTION  36.) 


35.  About  what  proportion  of  your 

district's  total  SY  1989-90  budget 
for  these  programs  came  from  your  SY 
1989-90  EIEA  grant? 

(ENTER  PERCENT.) 

_ Z  of  budget  came 

from  EIEA  grant 
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37.  In  PART  A  Indlcsce  how  nsny  school  years  it  cakes,  on  average,  Eor  your  district’s 
llaiced  English  proficient  students  in  each  category  listed  to  acquire  the  basic 
functional  ability  to  understand  and  speak  English.  (CHECK  ONE  BOX  FOR  EACH.) 

In  FART  B  indicate  how  oany  school  years  it  cakes,  on  average,  for  students  in  these 
same  categories  to  becooe  academically  proficient' -be  able  to  understand,  speak,  read 
and  write-- in  the  English  language.  (CHECK  ONE  BOX  FOR  EACH.) 

PART  A  PART  A 


Number  of  School  Number  of  School 

Years  Till  Years  Till 

Functionally  Academically 
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VI.  OTHER  FEOERAJL  FROGRAMS 


38.  Ue  would  like  to  know  what  other  Federal  programs  your  district  participated  in  during 
SY  1969-90.  In  PART  A  Indicate  whether  or  not  your  school  district  received  funding 
for  SY  1989-90  from  each  of  the  programs  listed.  (CHECK  EITHER  "YES"  OR  “NO"  FOR 
EACH.) 

For  each  "yes",  in  PART  B  roughly  estimate  the  proportion  of  all  EIEA  students  during 
SY  1989-90  chat  received  services  funded  by  that  program. 

(CHECK  ONE  BOX  FOR  EACH.) 


PART  A 
Rece ived 
Funding? 


£h&I..£ 

Proportion  of 
EIEA 


1. Chapter  I,  Program 
for  Educationally 
Disadvantaged  Children 
in  Low  Income 


‘ i  *J  I 


2 . Chapter  I ,  Program 


3. Title  VII.  Bilingual 


9. Immigrant  Reform  and 
Control  Act  (IRCA) 


1 1  li  •zoss.n  <-i  1 


3. Transitional  Program 
for  Refugee 


6. Free  or  reduced 


I  lUiW  iV  O  vTA  CljJ 


NONE  A  FEW  SOME  ABOUT  MOST  ALL/AL- 

HALF  HOST  ALL 

(OX)  (1-201)  (20-39X)  (40-59X)  (60-79X)  (>  80X) 
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Now  on  p.  2. 


Now  on  p.  3. 


Now  table  1.1  on  p.  15. 


UNTTED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR  FOR  BILINGUAL  EDUCATION 
AND  MINORITY  LANGUAGES  AFFAIRS 

FB  I  I 


Mr.  Franklin  Frazier 

Director,  Education  and  Employment  Issues 
United  States  General  Accounting  Office 
Human  Resources  Division 
Washington,  D.C.  20546 

Dear  Mr.  Frazier: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  or.  the  GAO 
draft  report,  "Immigrant  Education:  Information  on  t.te  Emergency 
Immigrant  Education  Act  program",  dated  January  15,  1991 . 

We  commend  you  for  a  well-written  and  easily  understood  report. 
The  report  provides  important  information  for  local,  state,  and 
federal  officials  co  consider  as  reauthorization  Issues  are 
discussed  for  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  (EIEA). 

The  Department  offers  the  following  technical  comments  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  when  preparing  the  final  report. 

EIEA  Requlatlops,  page  4,  second  full  Daraaraph 

As  written,  this  paragraph  suggests  that  EIEA  regulations  are 
broader  than  their  authorizing  statutory  provisions,  tn  fact, 
the  language  of  34  CPR  Section  561.50  is  virtually  identical  to 
Section  4407(b)  of  the  EIEA. 


Table  1:  EISA  Funding  History,  oaoe  6 

The  number  of  students  counted  for  school-year  1935-1986  is 
incorrectly  stated.  The  correct  number  is  422,549. 

Table  4:  Sampling  Groups  and  Survey  Si ze,  page  16 

Table  4  shows  that  the  District  of  Columbia  was  not  funded  under 
the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  program  in  sc.hool  year  1989- 
1990.  Our  records  show  that  the  District  received  $319,458  in 
fiscal  year  1989  (school-year  1989-1990)  EIEA  funds. 


<00  Maryland  AVE..S.W  Washington,  d.c  iojoi 
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Mgjor  Contributors  to  This  Report 


Human  Resources 
Division, 
Washin^n,  D.C. 


Los  Angeles  Regional 
Office 


Fred  E.  Yohey,  Jr.,  Assistanl  Director,  (202)  42(>'08CK.) 

Clarita  A.  Mrena,  Assistant  Director  (Design  and  Data  Analysis) 
Elsie  A.  M.  Picyk,  Senior  Evaluator  (Computer  Science) 


Eugene  T.  Cooper,  Jr.,  Regional  Management  Kepri^sentative 
Edward  M.  Zagalo,  Evaluator-in-Charge 
J.  Mark  Hough,  Evaluator 


(104651) 
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